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The balance of power between political partieseddfand has evolved differently in the

North and in the South of Belgium, neverthelesss, whill not let us saying that “the North has
turned toward the Right and the South has turnedrid the Left”, mainly because of the
many complexities and the multiplicity of potentyadéssential factors that need to be gathered
to go in this way.

However, if we were to focus exclusively on dissmyrwhich is what we are going to do, we
would believe quite convincingly that much of thaifical discourse in Flanders leans more
to the Right than the political discourses founeiiher Wallonia or Brussels. And when
asked, “Why is it this way?” we would likely exptait by identifying certain notions of
responsibility and of merit in political discoursad their particular and effective use found

in Flanders.

Finally, when asked to provide an answer to thestioie: “whether the aforementioned is a
problem,” our response would be “No” within the t@xt of a region looking for competition
with other regions inside the European Union, lagpdy “Yes” if we stay inside the federal
context of Belgium. In this paper we will arguetttize Right in Flanders is promoting a
curious partnership betwesattling(inburgering in Dutch) anoheritin order to maintain the

standard of the neoliberal credo in an inequit&lepe in crisi&
The Left/Right Divid

The Left / Right split yields only a simplified dgsis of political phenomena. If one believes
Rémond (2002), the question of criteria “which sapes infallibly the Right from the Left is
the very type of question that does not and mayantain an adequate response for the
mind.” In the absence of a unanimously agreed ugon and definition, explains the
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historian, “there is no other way than to searehgéast for signs from which to build a
concept of Right and Left.” And if you follow thgath, he adds, it does not take long “to
discover that every, or almost every, major there leen a subject of ideological
controversy and was, in turn, the prerogative efRight then the Left, and visa versa, and
then back again.” (Author’s translation of Rémo2@d02: 30 and 31).

If Rémond has France in mind when he is writingdnigcle, we believe this fact fits also with
the Belgian situation, all the more if we take iatcount the coalition systems in Belgium,
France and several Western countries. In fact,|pdogm differing political points of view
have had to work closely and collaboratively in és¢éablishment of centrist policies,
sometimes leaning slightly toward the Left, somesmslightly toward the Right, according to
the agreed-upon terms of those in government. ia@xng the French-speaking Belgian
Socialist Partylé Parti socialiste, P§ Olivier Bailly (2010) suggests that even “whihe
power, the [Socialist] party manages to embodyctidestation and resistance to
neoliberalism represented by the Belgian fedeedkst This discourse, he adds, is “facilitated
by an electoral system where the necessary alkaeté¢he parties avoiding responsibilities
for the policies put in place.” Ultimately, the “RScomplishes iteour de forceby being both
seasoned and youthful, rebellious and in powettjdteh its discourse all the while
implementing Right-leaning decisions in practicee PS engages in the liberalisation of
public services, in drastically controlling the omadoyed and in lengthening the duration of

careers.” (Author’s translation of Bailly, 2010, 3)

If we focus exclusively on the analysis of disceuasid not on actions to address a Right-
leaning Flanders or a Left-leaning Wallonia, thaltdnge would be different and in many
ways it would be more plausible to identify cledfetences between the rhetorical style of
the Left and the Right. That said, from the outeet think, and here we attempt to
demonstrate, that it is worth emphasizing the d&ea movement to the Right in the political
rhetoric in Flanders as opposed to some hypothgtadaical discursive movement to the

Left in the southern part of the country.

Let us examine the work of Bobbio who attemptedifferentiate a Right from a Left
discourse as it related to Equality (Bobbio, 1998¢ pursue this line of inquiry because the
rhetoric that we will analyze in the next sectisrbased in part on the perception that people

can have of their peers—in terms of equality betwiadividuals (“Are we equal?”)—and, in



part on the distribution and the criteria for thetgbution of resources between individuals
deemed equal, and between them and others deerbediteequal, especially in terms of

responsibility and merit.

For the man on the Left and the man on the Rigletfdct that men are equal or not equal,
Bobbio says, depends solely on the fact that “endbserving, judging and drawing of
conclusions, we place more emphasis on what they imacommon or on what distinguishes
them.” The difference between Left and Right restshe fact that there are those who think
that men are “more equal than unequal,” and theretare those who believe that men are
“more unequal that equal.” Thus, the “egalitaridiscourse on the Left stipulates that “most
of the inequalities that provoke its indignation-ddhose that the Left would like to see
disappear—are of social origin, and as such, deetalibe overcome, regardless of an
individual's inherent qualities (intelligence, nteresponsibility, physical strength, etc.).
While the discourse of the Right (the “inegalitafiaspecifies instead that inequalities are
“natural and, therefore, inevitable,” and therd aflvays be the strong and weak; the
intelligent and unintelligent; the courageous dmellaizy; and the responsible and

irresponsible.

Further on Bobbio concludes: “on behalf of the r@tequality,” on behalf of the fact that
under normal and similar circumstances everyonaldHollow the same path, the egalitarian
would condemn social inequality, and “in the narheaiural inequality, the inegalitarian
would condemn social equality.” But why condemnadijy?

De Coorebyter offers us a closer look: the Riglgsidoot condemn equality but accepts it
“conditionally.” It “calls for equal rights or evesqual opportunities, equality of citizens
before the law, but it considers that a certain@mof inequality is inevitable and even
desirable.” Why? Because these inequalities reftextinequality of effort and merit.” And
by virtue of a “meritocratic principle (...), thogého work more or work better should be
rewarded” (Author’s translation of de Coorebytéd1Q, 17). We should remember here the
importance ofmerit andaccountabilityin the analysis. It is these two criteria thaballthe
Right, not in its actions—which is too difficult teerify—but in its rhetoric, to distinguish
itself from the Left. If men and women deserve dityiat the start, nothing justify they

should be equal at the finish, in particular beeahss may disappoint and discourage the



meritorious among them, and further it could aisutlthe freedom of those who would
“turned down” against their will for the sake ofrtreonization in terms of equality.

In the rhetoric from the Right, merit and accouiligbare established as criteria that are
likely separate workers from slackers, the bravenfthe fearful, the (individually)
responsible from those on welfare, these critegig kbstablish a hierarchy and disparities in
behaviours that do not only reveal differences,dbs inequalities. And as stated above, the
discourse on the Right could establish a wealttridigion system based on these
inequalities, following the assumption that thostha top of the hierarchy (the deserving)
should have access to collective resources moriky dzn those at the bottom of the
hierarchy (the lazy). Here,ent andaccountabilityoffer a way of rank ordering and a

criterion for distribution.

“Producerist” Analysis

If political discourse is clearly tending to thegRi in the North and possibly to the Left in the
South, then why is this so? To answer this secomdtgpn, we propose analysing these
discourses in light of the “Producerist” rhetorauihd in the United States which revolves
around notions of equality and inequality, of masftcourage or honesty and of
straightforwardness. In many respects, we belieat tinlike in Wallonia, this type of

discourse has all of the ingredients to ensursuitsess and effectiveness in Flanders.

The English word “producerism” should not be tratestl either into “productionnisme” or
“productivisme” in French because those two corgegler to other concepts entirely.
According to Berlet and Lyons (2000), producerisnome of the most basic structures of the
populist narrative in the United States. Producessiggests the existence of a noble and
hardworking middle class that is constantly in ciehfvith malicious parasites which are lazy
and guilty, and found at both the top and bottorthefsocial order. The characters and the
details have changed repeatedly, but the mainrestf this conception of things have

remained unchanged for nearly two hundred yeardgBand Lyons, 2000: 348 and 349).

Theorized in the American literature on politicabgps present in the United States during
the 19", 20" and 2% centuries, Producerism, as described by BerleLgods, refers first to
the idea of a productive people, “the people ofipaers” (thgproducer$. In broad terms,

these “producers” are those responsible for prodpall of the wealth of the nation, from



growers (farmers) to workers (craftsman), etc. ¥alteation and the idea of hard work are
central tenants here; these producers are idehtifilh the workplace, and hence efficiency,

intelligence and especially merit.

The “producers” are represented in the rhetorieroducerism as being crushed by a set of
“parasites” made up of individuals who exploit thggoducers and the fruits of their labour
without themselves participating in the productidithe wealth in question. Producerist
discourse has the distinction of presenting thelypectve people as being crushed by two

major categories of parasites, “parasites from aband “parasites from below.”

With few exceptions, the parasites from above apwoad to the elites as represented in
various populist discourses in Europe and througtieiworld, “capitalists” for Chavez,
“globalists” or “internationalists” for Le Pen, “beaucrats and judges” for Berlusconi,
“corrupt trade unionists” for Thatcher, etc. Foeittpart, the parasites from below refer to a
“cliqgue” of lazy people who profit from the systeforeigners, immigrants, welfare
recipients, the unemployed and “fake” unemployed,diso “outsiders” of all kinds who also
benefit from State resources: subsidized artistsidsexuals, abortion activists, feminists,
secular organizations, etc.. Parasites from aboddram below the social order are at the
heart of the rhetoric of Producerism; they stifle people who produce the wealth, and they

live off of them and at their expense.

The third characteristic of Producerist rhetorimdicerism maintains the idea that there is
solidarity, or failing this, some sort of collusiontacit agreement between the “parasites”
from above and those from below. These are sarbctive allies who do not know each
other but who share common interests and a cextanplicity. The elitist discourse found in
major cities (e.g., Brussels, London, Paris andWgon), who aspire to a cosmopolitanism
and a globalization at the same time when immigrant “bogus” refugees aspire to the
disappearance of borders and the free movemergtai@, illustrates this connivance because
these two claims involve different objectives, dich in the end refer to the same reality.
The rhetoric of Producerism presents the “pardséteshe protagonists of the same more or
less orchestrated bi-product. In this vision, thbétigal elites of Brussels, London and
Washington exploit “economic” refugees and all wretched of the earth to encourage
migration, and hence the emergence of multicultsmaleties. However the narrative is

constructed—and they are many—it is every timeestion of interests and shared goals



between the “parasites” from above and from belbvse common interests are contrary to
those of the people (the producers).

The Producerism rhetoric found in the United St&esparticular category, a specific kind of
populism. It borrows from populism the image oftastorical and perpetual conflict between
those who have power and those who have not; batthegfinancier and the small farmer,
between the industrialist and the line worker, l@swthe “over-educated and amoral
bureaucrats” and the little people (Kazin, 1998 bl the American-style Producerist

rhetoric also adds to this image (and to this cofa new category of enemies situated at the
bottom of the social order.

The rhetoric of Producerism calls into play theufigy of the American producer and
independent farmer. Historically in the United 8&atProducerism has glorified the so-called
“rural radicals” against the “big capitalist mondipe” (Stock, 1996). Today it is the Tea
Party Movement that best embodies the front-andeceaturn of this rhetoric. The Tea Party
emerged at the beginning of the Presidency of B@akma,; it is a self-identified radical
opposition to the federal government, its expemd#utaxes and charges. Their argument is
based both on wasteful spending by government tead® on unearned benefits used by the
many recipients of state aid. For example in 26116, Tea Party was successful in limiting the
debate to the American people’s real needs inrde @f health around the issue of freedom,
including freedom to choose or not a health inscegsian and especially of an insurance
company of their choice. In doing so, Republicdnse&to the Tea Party were able to give
President Obama a Communist label and put in jelydais health care reform bill that has

now partly, or completely, failed depending fromesé we consider the changes.

Producerism revolves around the idea of an immitteeat that may beconomic*“the
parasites threaten jobs and plunder the governreeatirces, health coverage and social
security.”Political: “the parasites are the instruments or the protsg®of a hidden agenda
that would undermine the unity and homogeneityhefriationMoral: the decadent school,
the media, “contemporary artists,” the Liberalstfia American sense of the word) and
progressives of all stripes are challenging tradiaind moral values. The threat may
ultimately beethnic the mixture of cultures and the multiculturalgology threaten

identities.



The Producerism model is useful for analysis bes#ysaces the value of “merit” and the
principle of “responsibility” at the centre of ischitecture and in many ways, it can work
outside of all forms of radicalism condemned byldwe, including racism, anti-Semitism and
xenophobia. The discourse of Producerism doeshaikenige people as to what they are
(traditional racism) but for what they do; and @ed not reject equality for what it stands for,
but for the constraints that it can potentiallygaelaon meritocratic ideals and on fair
distribution of wealth based on merit and accoutitgbln other words, Producerism
glorifies discrimination but skilfully and throughe use of criteria that are not prohibited by

law: merit, courage, intelligence, responsibilgyc.

The discourse of Producerism is a discourse oRight that do not condemn equality, but
one that assumes it “conditionally” to the extdrdttcertain inequalities reflect the “inequality
of effort and of merit,” and that in terms of themtocratic principle, “those who work more
or work better should be rewarded” (de Coorebya@1,0, 17). In revisiting Bobbio on this
last point, we see that the strength of Produceliessrin its ability to go and find not one but
two “enemies” in the hierarchy of the traditionagRt: the one who is at the bottom for being
lazy, and the one at the top who managed to mddexbelieve him to be courageous and
hardworking, but who actually owes his successda@bhility to manipulate. Adding to the
justification for the rejection of the lazy benefarcof collective resources is, with
producerism, the rejection of the “fake wise guyionhas managed to pass himself off as

exceptionally hard-working, but who in fact is migra profiteer.

Producerism is a meritocratic doctrine that thneaithe weak, lazy and welfare recipients
who are unequal and, therefore, are at the botfdhmedierarchy, but also the elite who are
as deserving as they are manipulative owing thdi salvation to the political machine
(clientelism) that they have developed with the kesa members of society. This discourse is
an extremely powerful discourse of the Right, biiais no links to the far Right! In that it is
intelligent, attractive and dangerous, and, as vileshhow, proves incredibly effective in the

North of Belgium.

The Producerist Discourse in Flanders

The merit of the hard-working people, the endeavafithe Flemish vis-a-vis the Walloons,

accountability and the pursuit of effectivenessiegjavaste are omnipresent in the discourse



of the N-VA; for some time they have structureditléscourse notably through including the
question of transfefsOn January 7, 2005 a journalist fram Libre Belgiqueeported that
twelve “trucks (...) took to the roads of Hainaaltegedly filled with 50 euro notes for a total
of €11.3 billion—the amount of transfers North-tot@ as the result of a study by the
Abafim (Administratie Budgettering, Accounting em&ncieel Management), a service of the
Ministry of the Flemish Community.” The journalestplained that the spokesman “of the N-
VA denied wanting to question the very principlesofidarity with the Walloons, but ‘would
rather replace the current system by a real satlydair Community to Community.” This

would be based on objectivity, transparency andieffcy using the same criteria as those
used for the allocation of EU structural funds.”

If transfers are organized based on criteria réledemerit, efficiency and objectivity and are
under the control of Flanders, they pose no probjanfortiori if we allow the N-VA to

“assist and mentor” the Walloons so that they I¢aidnecome independent and that they also
make an effort. If, however, it is simply a maiéautomatic transfers without any quality
assurance and inspection, then it's a question‘sidilasidy tap” and “cash cow”. At the N-VA
Policy Forum (Planning Conference) of May 19-2002Bart De Wever stated that Belgium
“requires great undertakings by the Flemings fa #tleged solidarity. The flow of money
from Flanders to Wallonia is like a permanent blt@ehsfusion which goes to a patient who

is still considerate enough to squeeze our veirshdve had enough.”

The metaphor of the “parasitic patient” refers gickened Wallonia whose demands
undermine Flanders and, but without killing it, velecsurvival is a detriment to Flanders; this
is characteristic of a parasite. This metaphoometimes coupled with the metaphor of the
child who is not independent and who needs to leabe accountable. For example, when
De Wever was elected to the Flemish parliamentume ¥, 2009, he explained that the
Francophones were being “bottle-fed by the St&pegaking of a baby’s bottle instead of a
transfer, of solidarity, or of funding is not bycaaent even if Geert Bourgeois employs a
vocabulary with fewer connotations: “The annuafinial flow from Flanders to Wallonia
has increased to almost 10 billion Euros or 34obiBEF—an amount far greater than the

entire budget for education in Flanders. That sothe tax levied on Flanders, and what does

2 | would like to thank Olivier Starquit who helpetk to identify and translate the Flemish presscasuwhich |
have used here to make my argument.
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Flanders get in return for that? The blocking arfish jurisdictional authority in ‘time
credit’ and ‘assurances of autonomy’. Flemish swoligt gets in response a negative

solidarity.”

Besides the working (“producing”) people, there @s®» some discourses that bring to mind
parasites living off of the Flemish people! And EbbDillen, MEP and chairman of the
Vlaams BIlok, previously explained in March 1991tttinee “Walloon parasite has had a

custom of being parasitic for over a century amaié"®

More recently, the Deputy Mayor
for Finance in La Panne (Belgium), Serge Van Danf@pen VLD) referred to the arrival of
increasingly massive numbers of “Walloon parasiteahy “CPAS tourist” who are

“second generation unemployed, without the slighgesse of responsibility or work ethic.”
The Deputy Mayor went on to say that “parents ekthtourists have never worked. They
themselves do not work. They will never work. Thase parasites of democracy. They live

off of the CPAS and simply take advantage of theefies of social securit{:

Accused of anti-Walloon racism, the Deputy Mayosthg explained that his comments were
taken out of context, and that he only consideretparasites” those who abused social
security and solidarity. This is an important pdietause it refers to the power of the
discourse of Producerism that can evoke discriramyatotions of work and merit while
escaping accusations of racial or ethnic sterentypihis item also refers to Bobbio and to
inequalities as criteria for establishing the disttion of wealth toward the deserving: “For
them,” that is to say the parasites, “we shouldehaw solidarity” added Van Damme.

In Der SpiegeBart De Wever indirectly associated Walloons vtfite parasites, explaining

that the money transfers could never be like “@ydnjection for a junkie.?

The rhetoric of Producerism evokes also the passituated in “high social order.” In this
regard, for some elected officials on the Righlanders, it is no longer Wallonia or

Francophones who are the target, but the electedbers of the PS—the fapar excellence

® Sourcehttp://www.n-va.be

® Vlaams Blok Magazinéarch 1991.

" CPAS (orcentre public d'action social@ French) provides social assistance and vaodtuer forms of
support to people residing in Belgium with the gofagiving them the tools to reintegrate back iB&lgian
society. bttp://www.cpasbru.irisnet.be/

8 Among others, sekee VifandRTBFon the web (2010 30th and 31th of December).

° Der Spiegel13 December 2010.




of the corrupt elite; the rich Francophones livinghe suburbs of Brussels; and the “Brussels
elite” who work on Flemish soil, but who dreamsacfoulless and rootless cosmopolitan city,
where English or French are spoken. The first i@ras the top of the social order is lazy,
accused of wasteful spending, and threatens tmeigtlewvorker; the other two types of

parasites are accused of endangering Flemish igemid the physical borders that protect it.

As the parasite at the top of the social ordergtbeted PS is accused of laziness, of
corruption and inefficiency, but above all it icased of allying with the aforementioned
parasites at the bottom of the social order. Ipsufs them while owing its survival to the
latter through their patronage (clientelism). Hevlat is central is the collusion between, on
the one hand, the unemployed (or welfare recipjeatsl on the other, the corrupted official

who gives small favours in order to be (re)elected.

For example, as recent as 2010, the website dfit¥i& maintains some older quotes like the
one of November 1, 2006 entitled: “We pay for tbtan PS system.” Interviewed h
Magazineon the scandals affecting Wallonia and the faat the PS was not sanctioned, Bart
De Wever responded: “It absolutely does not suegme. You should see the number of
Walloon voters who have an interest in keeping®Ban power. In Seraing, 28 percent of the
population lives in public housing. In Charlerdmast half the population lives on welfare;
only 53 percent of the population is currently wogs and of those 53 percent, 39 percent
work in public service. The PS system is based palitical patronage similar to that of
Eastern Europe. And Walloon voters applaud as ithis Ipaid by the Flemish...We Flemish
pay for this system. We maintain it through ourw@airiransfers to Wallonia. It's like bringing
water to the sea. It is noble to reach out to thesaker than us and help them through a bad
patch, but the PS does not wish to improve thasdn; it wants the situation remains as it is.

It has an interest in having many people depenihestate, and, therefore, the B%.”

The rhetoric of “the PS State” (“L’Etat-PS”) is hily developed in the rhetoric of the Right,
especially in the VB\(laams Belang Thus, in an “Open Letter to Bart De Wever,” Boun
Valkeniers (current president of the VB) explairmedOctober 16, 2010 that the deadlock had
“never been so pronounced, simply because theniniees have become clear: the PS-State

will never tolerate the Flemish cash cow to hasewn stable; the milk will always flow

10 Sourcewww.n-va.be/citaten/wij-betalen-voor-het-rotte-psteem
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southward through an artificial pipeline.” The ftmiling year, on January 27, 2011, Guy
D'Haeseleer\(laams Belangand his associates filed a motion for a resotutio the
resolution of the division of social security: “Qrthen will Walloon politicians feel the need
to drastically reverse the current trend and, exsdhit make some difficult decisions. This
will free Wallonia from the iron rule of statisma@uronyism that characterized the PS-State
and will return State pride to the people of Waiott*

The principle of solidarity between the parasitethe top and of the bottom is fundamental
in the rhetoric of Producerism, and demonstrataglaly effective discourse on the Right. It
has the quality of explaining and linking, in a plmand clear manner, complex ideas which
may otherwise be unrelated. Thus, the reason$iéoelectoral success of the PS; the
difficulty of internal party reform; the nature Nirth-to-South transfers; the problems of
unemployment, (job) insecurity and poverty in Wallg economic redevelopment in
Wallonia; and other issues are being assemblechthehsingle and compelling explanation.

In a statement entitled, “The Socialist Party igihg a party at Flemish taxpayers’ expense”
(August 6, 2006), not without cynicism, Frank Vacdke of Vlaams Belang illustrates in
detail the waste of public money by PS politicianghe name of electioneering and
cronyism: “Tomorrow is the start of the Giro, theur of Italy beginning in...Wallonia (in
Seraing). Seven Walloon cities will be visited Ih According to the Walloon Region, the
cost is no less than €1.317.500. The choice dfisggand stopping points is at least
interesting. Many Italians live in Seraing. Chaolas the basis of the Socialist Jean-Claude
Van Cauwenberghe. Namur is the capital of Wallo@iaairman of PS Elio Di Rupo lives in
Mons. Wanze is the municipality of Gaston Gerar8)(MPP of Liege in charge of sports.
Perwez is the municipality where André Antoine (QPWalloon Minister of Economy, is
thebourgmestreFinally, Hotton is where Philippe Courard (P&g Walloon Minister of
Internal Affairs, lives. These and other dignitargd the Walloon PS State will be all smiles
at the podium in the coming days. They will be bed¢ing with the money that comes mostly
from Flemish and European taxpayers; money thaildhme helping the bankrupt Walloon
economy to bounce back, and not to put politiciartee limelight. These Walloon stages of
the Giro are an obscene form of monetary wastgWith the exception of the catering

industry in seven Walloon municipalities—each faeaay—the Giro is of no economic

11 Sourcenhttp://www.lachambre.be/FLWB/pdf/53/1127/53K1127Q8F
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importance in Wallonia. Vlaams Belang will ask theropean Commission if EU funds were
used for this ‘bread and circuses’ proje¢t.”

The rhetoric of Producerism on the Right in Flasdslls to mind elected PS officials as well
as the Francophones of wealthy Brussels suburdgharelites of the European Union. If the
first is wasting public money for “their clientghe other two types of “parasites” are accused
of endangering the Flemish identity and physicatlbes that protect it. Here, it is no longer
the concepts of accountability, efficiency and rnirat are mobilized to discredit the “PS
State”, but the Flemish notion wiburgering(settling) used to “protect themselves” against
the French-speaking and European elites who caweé snunicipalities. The local integration
strategy introduces a special condition for the sdicertain lands and buildings constructed
upon them. Only people with a “sufficient connectiavith the municipality can buy the land
and buildings: “A person is considered to haveficgent connection with the municipality if
they meet one or more of the following conditio(ly: Have been a resident of the
municipality or a neighbouring municipality for lagst six years without interruption
(provided that the municipality is on the list oimcipalities where a policy of local
integration is applied); (2) Perform activities @rerage of at least half a working week) in
the municipality; (3) Have built a societal, farallisocial or economic relationship with the
municipality on the basis of a substantial and teergn nature * If the criterion of merit
enables the exclusion of the lazy elite, the “lontdgration strategies” are able to exclude

French speaking citizens and European elites.

All elements of the rhetoric of Producerism arespre in the political discourse of the Right
in Flanders. We find the parasite from below, theagite from above, the solidarity between
them, the idea of hard work, the idea merit anddka of responsibility. All this refers to the
idea of people being squeezed; a people suffocatwprding to the slogan of the N-VA:
“Laat niet verstrikken Vlaanderen,” literally: “Daot let Flanders choke.”

Previously we saw that the rhetoric of Producerigumd in the American Tea Party
(Movement) skilfully made references to communi8art De Wever has had several
opportunities to also make this type of refereddais, he could say (as seen above) that “The

2 Franck Vanhecke, former Vlaams Belang Chairmaar&: :http://www.doorbraak.org/nieuws/34/met-ons-

kun-je-praten
13" Theinburgeringdecree http://www.rwo.be/Default.aspx?tabid=12339
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PS system is based on a political patronage sitaldrat of Eastern Europe.” And liet
Nieuwsbladof October 21, 2004, he denounced the finanaatdl“from Wallonia to
Flanders [which] are higher than we thought.” Hdesl “We Flemish, give [to Wallonia]
more than West Germany gave to the GBR.”

We indicated at the beginning of this text thatdts not so far the discourse in Wallonia that
was turning to the Left than the discourse in Faaadhat was turning to the Right. All that
we have presented here has indicated a move rigihiwahe political discourse in Flanders,
and it is legitimate to ask why we are witnessiaghsa difference between the South and the
North in Belgium.

First observation: The fact that it is very difficto stir up a discourse of Producerism in the
South of the country explains a great deal. Ifitlea of the parasite profiteer such as the
unemployed or the immigrant is not absent from spoigical discourses in the South,
notably that of thélouvement réformatepParti populaireand in small political parties of
the extreme right, it is very difficult to position Wallonia such a discourse in a more
complex logic of collusion with their fellow paréss of both the top and bottom of the social
order, and further to integrate the whole in thetegt of the “conflit communautaire”. The
argument of a “PS State” exists in some of thealisges found in the South, but it is less
effective because it implicitly discredits diffetasoalition partners—that is to say, the other
major parties which work with the PS— regardednaapable to change the course of
politics, and under the tutelage of the powerfuti8lest Party (PS) : talking about “PS State”
for a coalition partner means admitting its own kvesss or dependency. On the other hand,
the argument of a “PS State” can, under no circantgts, be used by politicians in the South
as an argument to justify the responsibility of Béemish vis-a-vis a fair number of problems.

It simply does not work.

The mounting rhetoric of Producerism is signifidphess effective in a French-speaking
Belgium satisfied with the status quo regardingestaform and, by its increasingly

francophone nature, concerned little with Brusaeld its periphery.

14 Sourcenhttp://www.nieuwsblad.be/article/detail.aspx?adidEGPQ9LL21
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Second observation: the discourse of Producerisrksnzetter in Flanders than in Wallonia
because it can take advantage of populism’s cléssiula. As a discourse praising the
people against the elite, populism has the distinatf replacing the so-called “artificial Left

/ Right divide” with an opposition between thoseonddhere to the system and those who
reject it. With the idea of “big government sperglirand the idea of a federal government
“against” Flanders, the Flemish Right can seamyaagégrate communitarian issues in
classic opposition found in populist discourse €“fieople” against “the system”). However,
this approach is fundamentally impossible in Walpmwhere the “federal state” is considered
as the guarantor of a number of mechanisms ofaaydand hence stability. The federal
system is perceived of as the protector of thel§artd can in no way be part of a populist-

styled discourse.

Conclusion

Does this line of argument pose a problem? Not ef nestrict ourselves to the Flemish
context. However, it would be a problem if we exghahis argument to the entire Belgian
context, particularly in terms of solidarity andligribution of wealth based on responsibility,

courage and merit.

The Producerist model that drives the discourseéhenRight in Flanders aims to propose
solutions to the adverse consequences of the matk@but calling into question the very
principles of the market, of free competition oolgdlization. It is a model that attempts to
protect Flemish cultural and linguistic identityasll as the well-being of its people in terms
of access to resources without yielding to an egpenand wasteful “state egalitarianism”
found in the socialist model of Belgium’'s South. Bmiting the (potential) number of
beneficiaries of solidarity on the basis of criedinked to attachment or integration
(inburgering, merit and accountability, the discourse of Pamtism offers to maintain
broad individual freedoms, particularly economieedoms, while providing a range of
protections in terms of access to resources, kgt pfotecting language and culture. The
“integrated worthy people” can then play it bothyaaplaying the game of international
competition while benefiting from a social securstystem; enjoying a strong free enterprise

all the while being covered by a sort of regior@idarity accessible only via strict criteria.
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The Producerist model limits the (potential) numbérbeneficiaries of social protections
without eliminating them all together, while leagithe liberal strand within the reach of the
strongest, the most daring and most deservings thé Right's advocacy of this strange
marriage between attachmeimiburgering and merit in Flanders, the latter which preserve
the standard neoliberal credo in an unequal Europeésis. If it hopes to have a future in the
regional Flemish context in the heart of Europe n@hbere is increasing competition between
regions, in its current form it is fundamentallyampatible with the Belgian federal system

and the mechanisms of solidarity which charactatizeday.
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